Introduction
Efforts to improve the performance of government organizations hinge in part on the ability to successfully motivate public employees. Often looking towards the private sector for guidance, reform efforts frequently have borrowed tools used in business management. One example is the pay-for-performance systems that continue to be frequently adopted in the public sector (Kellough and Lu 1993) . Such utilization of private sector tools assumes that public and private employees are comparable and are motivated by similar rewards.
The assumption that public and private sector employees are similar runs counter to conventional wisdom in the scholarly public administration literature. It is generally believed that the public employee is motivated by a sense of service for the public not found among private employees (Staats 1988; Perry and Wise 1990; Gabris and Simo 1995) . In particular, they are more likely to be characterized by an ethic that prioritizes intrinsic rewards over extrinsic rewards (Crewson 1997) . If this is the case then reform efforts that attempt to reward public employees with tools frequently used in the private sector likely will be unsuccessful.
Two questions have directed research on this topic of public employee motivation. First, what is public service motivation? Second, does it accurately characterize public employees? It is this second question that the present study addresses. Utilizing data from the General Social Survey, public and private sector workers are compared in regards to the incentives that they value most highly in a job.
This study contributes to the research literature on the difference between public and private employees by providing a multivariate analysis of survey data collected using a national sampling frame.
Public Service Motivation
Conventional wisdom in the academic public administration literature holds that public employees are different than their private sector counterparts. The public sector has been portrayed more as a calling, a sense of duty, rather than a job (Perry 1996; Staats 1988) . Public administrators are characterized by an ethic to serve the public, hence they are motivated by different job characteristics than are private sector employees. In particular, workers in government organizations are seen as more motivated by a concern for the community and a desire to serve the public interest.
Research has focused on identifying the components of this public service ethic and asking if it is indeed characteristic of public employees. Perry (1996) offers the most complete effort to measure public service motivation.
He defines it as "an individual's predisposition to respond to motives grounded primarily or uniquely in public institutions and organizations" (Perry 1996, 6) . Using survey data, Perry developed a measure of public service motivation that has four components: attraction to policy making, commitment to the public interest, compassion, and selfsacrifice.
More broadly, public service motivation can be characterized as a reliance on intrinsic rewards over extrinsic rewards (Crewson 1997) . Intrinsic rewards are derived from the satisfaction an individual receives from performing a task. Examples of these are a sense of accomplishment and a feeling of self-worth. In contrast, extrinsic rewards are those offered to an employee by someone else. Examples of extrinsic rewards are a pay raise, a promotion, job security, and status and prestige.
Empirical research has addressed the question of whether public service motivation is indeed found among public employees. That is, whether public employees focus more on intrinsic rewards in comparison to private sector employees. Several job characteristics or reward motivators frequently have been examined: high pay, job security, prestige and status, promotion, and performing work that is helpful to others (or serving the public interest).
One of the most enduring images is that public sector employees are less motivated by financial rewards than private employees. Early research by Kilpatrick, Cummings, and Jennings (1964) and Schuster (1974) reinforced this portrayal of the government worker. In a survey of 275 middle level managers in public agencies and private firms in a large midwestern state, Rainey (1982) also found that federal managers were lower than business managers in their ratings of money as a career goal. Solomon (1986) reported that pay was a more important incentive in the private sector in his Israeli study. Similarly, Wittmer (1991) and Jurkiewicz, Massey, and Brown (1998) conclude that in contrast to public employees the most important reward for private sector workers was higher pay. Recently, however, Gabris and Simo (1995) and Crewson (1997) found no statistical difference on high pay as a motivator between public and private sector employees. In spite of this last research finding, the general conclusion drawn from research is that public employees are less motivated by financial rewards than are private sector employees.
In comparison to the findings related to high pay, research on the importance of job security to public employees is less consistent. Keeping in line with public service motivation as a focus on intrinsic rewards, it is expected that public employees place less of an emphasis on job security than private sector employees. Newstrom, Reif, and Monczka (1976) and Crewson (1997) conclude that government workers do assign less importance to job security. In contrast, Schuster (1974) , Bellante and Link (1981) , Baldwin (1987) , and Jurkiewicz, Massey, and Brown (1998) report that public sector employees place a higher importance on job security. Furthermore, additional research has reported that employees of the two sectors do not differ on this factor (Rawls and Nelson 1975; Rainey 1982; Wittmer 1991; Gabris and Simo, 1995) .
Comparative research on employee motivation also has examined the importance of status and prestige, and promotion as extrinsic rewards. In line with the concept of public service motivation, public employees have been found to attach less importance to status and prestige than private employees (Rainey 1982; Wittmer 1991; Jurkiewicz, Massey, and Brown 1998) . Crewson (1997) reports that promotion is a reward motivator ranked higher in importance by private sector employees, however, Wittmer (1991) and Garbis and Simo (1995) found no difference in the importance of promotion in their comparative studies.
The concept of public service motivation indicates that in comparison to private sector workers, public employees will place a higher value on such intrinsic rewards as service to society, the public interest, and the importance of work (Perry and Wise 1990) .
In their survey of students and alumni of professional education programs, Edwards, Nalbandian, and Wedel (1981) found that those individuals associated with public sector related programs placed more importance on such terminal values as a sense of accomplishment, equality, and social recognition. They also rated more highly such instrumental values as empathy, equity, and the public interest, and viewed efficiency as less important when compared to individuals associated with more private sector oriented programs. Similarly, Rainey (1982) and Wittmer (1991) report that public sector employees placed a higher value on helping others and performing work that is worthwhile to society. However, Gabris and Simo (1995) report no significant difference between employees in the two sectors on meaningful work, while Jurkiewicz, Massey, and Brown (1998) found that private employees actually ranked a "chance to benefit society" higher in importance than public employees.
Using data from the General Social Survey (GSS) and other large surveys, Crewson (1997) found that public employees rated performing work helpful to society and to others, and a feeling of accomplishment as more important job characteristics than private sector employees. Furthermore, government workers rated a feeling of accomplishment higher than private employees throughout all years of the GSS. These findings led Crewson to conclude that public employees generally ranked higher on intrinsic rewards than did private sector employees. In contrast, Maidani (1991) found no difference between the two groups on the importance of intrinsic factors but did report that government workers value extrinsic factors more than private employees.
In sum, research on reward motivators provides some support for the argument that public employees are characterized by a public service motive. Government employees generally have been found to rate intrinsic rewards more highly than do private sector workers. In contrast, private employees focus more on extrinsic rewards in the form of high pay, status and prestige, and promotion. However, Baldwin (1987) and Gabris and Simo (1995) suggest that although differences may exist between public and private employees, these differences are exaggerated in the research literature.
One limitation of existing research on reward preferences is that these studies typically use survey data that employs a local or regional sample (e.g., one university, city, or state).
1 Another limitation is that these studies typically employ bivariate statistical tools to compare public and private employee attitudes. 2 It is important, however, to control for background characteristics to determine the significance of the public-private distinction. The present study contributes to the research literature on public employee motivation by using data from surveys that employ a national sampling frame and by using multivariate statistical tools. To test the existence of a public service motive, the rankings of intrinsic and extrinsic job characteristics offered by public and private sector employees will be compared. It is expected that in comparison to private sector employees, government workers will exhibit a public service motive whereby intrinsic rewards are valued more highly than extrinsic rewards. The following hypotheses of public service motivation will be tested.
Hypothesis 1: Individuals employed in the public sector will place less importance on high income than those employed in the private sector.
Hypothesis 2: Individuals employed in the public sector will place less importance on short working hours than those employed in the private sector.
Hypothesis 3: Individuals employed in the public sector will place less importance on job security than those employed in the private sector.
Hypothesis 4: Individuals employed in the public sector will place less importance on chances for promotion than those employed in the private sector.
Hypothesis 5: Individuals employed in the public sector will place more importance on work that is important and provides a feeling of accomplishment than those employed in the private sector.
Data and Methods
The General Social Survey (GSS) is used as the data source for this project. The GSS has been administered to a national sample nearly every year since 1972 (Davis and Smith 1994a) . Due to the small number of individuals who indicate that they are employed in public administration for any given year of the survey, data for the years 1991, 1993, and 1994 were pooled for this analysis. 3 Prior to pooling the data, the samples for all three years were compared on each variable used in the analysis to ensure their comparability. Crosstabs and chi-square statistics were calculated for the nominal and ordinal variables, and a one-way analysis of variance was performed for each continuous variable. Differences were found across samples on only two variables used in this analysis. First, income was lower in 1993 than in 1991 or 1994. Second, individuals in the sample for 1991 placed less importance on job security than in 1993 or 1994, however it is a difference that is statistically significant only at the 0.099 level.
The sample used in this analysis consists of 101 public sector employees and 1,356 private sector employees. 4 Of those individuals in the public sector sample, 32%
are in management/professional positions, and 20% are in administrative support. The sample of private employees consists of 29% managers/professionals and 15% in administrative support. 5 One concern that can be raised about this pooled sample is the small number of public employees. Only 7% of this sample are public employees, a result of the national sampling frame employed for the GSS. 6 As with any small sample, generalizations drawn on the basis of the results from this analysis must be interpreted with caution because small samples are prone to greater sampling variability.
Recent versions of the GSS ask questions that directly measure the relative importance of five motivation rewards. Respondents are handed a card that lists the following job characteristics: high income; working hours are short, lots of free time; no danger of being fired; chances for promotion; and work important and gives a feeling of accomplishment. Respondents are asked to indicate which item on the list is most important, which comes next, which is third most important, and which is fourth most important.
Bivariate tests of the difference between public and private employees in the rankings among the five motivation reward items are conducted using crosstabs. Also, logistic regression is used to control for the effect that background characteristics may have on the difference in public and private employee attitudes. The dependent variables for the logistic regressions were created by collapsing the five ordinal response categories for each job characteristic into two categories. These dummy variables are coded a value of "1" for a job characteristic that is ranked as the first or second most important by a respondent, and a value of "0" otherwise. This collapsing was done to ensure sufficient variation on the dependent variables and to simplify the interpretation of the results.
Separate logit models are estimated for each of the five job reward characteristics surveyed in the GSS: high income, short working hours, job security, chances for promotion, and meaningful work.
The primary independent variable of interest is the sector in which an individual is employed. It is a dummy variable that is coded as "1" if the individual is employed in the public sector, otherwise it is coded with a value of "0." It is hypothesized that in comparison to private workers, public employees will rank the following extrinsic rewards lower in importance: high income, short working hours, job security, and chances for promotion. In contrast, it is expected that government workers will rank higher the intrinsic reward of meaningful work.
Surveys pose a challenge for examining attitudes towards motivation rewards.
Individuals may indicate they value the job characteristics they perceive are present in the positions they hold. Perhaps public and private employees are not motivated by different factors but simply adjust their "wants" to what is realistic given their work environments.
For instance, an individual entering the public sector may expect that her income will be low and may engage in self-rationalization to convince herself that she doesn't really value high pay anyway. To help reduce such response bias and better capture the motivational differences between public and private employees, variables such as income, job prestige, and the number of hours worked in the last week are introduced into the models reported below. Occupational prestige is an "estimation of the social standing of an occupation" (Davis and Smith 1994b, 890) Tables 2 and 3 indicate that private sector employees are more likely to rate high income and short work hours as more important than are those in the public sector. In contrast, job security is more highly valued by public employees (see Table 4 ), and there is no statistical difference in the rating of chances for promotion between workers in the two sectors (see Table 5 ). Table 6 reports a crosstab for the only intrinsic reward studied in this analysis and it indicates that there is no statistically significant difference between the two groups of in terms of the importance of meaningful work (i.e., work that is important and gives a feeling of accomplishment).
(Place Tables 2-6 about here.)
The bivariate analysis offers some support for the notion that extrinsic rewards are more highly valued by private sector workers. However, attitudes towards the importance of job security, chances for promotion, and meaningful work do not support this contention. In light of previous research it is surprising that public and private employees have similar attitudes on the importance of the work itself. It is at this level of analysis (i.e., bivariate) that most of the previous research has examined the differences between employees in the two sectors.
A fuller comparison of employee attitudes involves the use of multivariate analysis. Towards this end, Table 7 reports the results of a logistic regression analysis that permits the introduction of background variables as controls. Examining the pattern of the independent variables across the five models, the following relationships are evident. Individuals who are male are less likely to value meaningful work. Those who are white are less likely to regard high income as important and more likely to value important work. Age decreases the importance of a high income, but increases the importance of short working hours and work that is important. An individual's income is unrelated to any of the five job characteristics. The more years of education that an individual has, the less important are high income and job security but the more highly valued is meaningful work. Job prestige decreases the importance of job security but increases the importance of meaningful work. Finally, the more hours an individual works, the more highly they value high income and the less highly they value short working hours and meaningful work.
More importantly, the public employee variable tests for differences between public and private employees in attitudes regarding job characteristics. As expected, models 1 and 2 indicate that public employees are less likely than are private employees to rate a high income and short working hours as highly important. However, model 3
indicates that public employees are more likely to value job security. There is no statistically significant difference between public and private employees in their attitudes about the importance of chances for promotion (see model 4).
The findings of the logit models with regard to the effect that the public employee variable has on attitudes about the importance of these job characteristics are consistent with the findings reported above for the bivariate crosstabs. However, the multivariate logit model describes a different relationship between sector of employment and attitudes about the importance of meaningful work. Model 5 indicates that public employees are likely to rank work that is important more highly than private employees (probability = 0.071).
The multivariate logit models indicate that public and private employees place different levels of importance on the motivation rewards examined above. Public employees place less importance on extrinsic rewards such as high income and short work hours but more importance on job security. Government workers do value more highly the intrinsic reward of work that is important and provides a feeling of accomplishment. These findings are in line with previous research that suggests public service motivation, characterized by a priority of intrinsic rewards over extrinsic rewards, is descriptive of public sector employees.
Discussion
Public service motivation refers to "an individual's predisposition to respond to motives grounded primarily or uniquely in public institutions" (Perry 1996, 6 ). Among these motives are a commitment to the public interest and to work that is important to society. More broadly, it represents an emphasis on intrinsic rewards over extrinsic rewards. Does public service motivation exist? Do public employees value extrinsic rewards over intrinsic rewards in comparison to private employees? Whereas previous research generally has found public sector employees do value intrinsic rewards more highly, much of this research has relied on simple bivariate analyses. The present study contributes to the literature on public sector motivation by reporting the results of multivariate logistic regressions.
The findings reported above are consistent with much of the previous comparative research on employee motivation in the public and private sectors. In particular, the findings reported above offer further confirmation for the conclusions drawn by Rainey (1982) and Wittmer (1991) in two other multivariate analyses of job motivators. As reported by both Rainey and Wittmer, above it was found that employees in the public sector place less importance on higher pay and more value on work that is important, when compared to private sector workers. Similar to Wittmer, no difference was found between public and private employees on the importance accorded to chances for promotion.
The only difference in the findings between the present study and research by Rainey and Wittmer is on the issue of job security. Above it was reported that public sector employees value job security more highly than private employees, a finding that is contrary to the concept of public service motivation but consistent with a general stereotype of government workers. In earlier studies, Rainey found no difference between public and private employees on the importance of job security, while Wittmer reported job security as more highly valued by private employees. These contradictory results are not surprising given the mixed findings reported in much of the previous research that has examined attitudes about job security.
In sum, public employees are more likely to place a higher value on the intrinsic reward of work that is important and provides a feeling of accomplishment, and are less likely to place a high value on such extrinsic reward motivators as high income and short work hours. In general, public employees are more likely to place a higher priority on intrinsic rewards, whereas private employees value extrinsic rewards more highly. These findings indicate that public service motivation does exist. Individuals employed in public organizations value different motives than those employed in private organizations.
With these findings in mind, it is not surprising that managerial reforms that are structured around the primacy of extrinsic rewards are less successful in public sector organizations than in private sector organizations. For instance, pay-for-performance systems in public sector organizations generally have been found to be unsuccessful (Kellough and Lu 1993; Ingraham 1993) . Similarly, other government reform efforts that seek to make government organizations more private-like in their operations are unlikely to live up to expectations. The inherent assumption that motivational schemes successful with private sector employees will enjoy comparable levels of success when applied to public employees is questionable. Public and private employees are different. To be successful, public sector incentive structures must be designed around more than just monetary rewards. They must provide an opportunity to satisfy the public service motives of public employees. Brewer and Selden 1998), more research on this topic needs to be undertaken.
Endnotes
1 Crewson (1997) is an exception to this trend.
2 Rainey (1982) and Wittmer (1991) are exceptions to this trend.
3 The General Social Survey was not administered in 1992. 4 Only respondents who indicated that they are currently employed full-or part-time are used in this analysis. 5 The composition by industry of the private sector employee sample is as follows:
agriculture, 9.8%; manufacturing, 17.2%; transportation/communication, 7.5%;
finance/insurance/real estate, 17.9%; entertainment, 28.5%; and other, 19.1%. 6 The proportion of public employees in the present sample compares favorably to the workforce population. It was estimated in 1995 that less than 5% of the total workforce was employed in public administration (United States Bureau of the Census, 1997).
7 See Davis and Smith (1994b, 890-891) for a fuller description of this measure.
8 Variables for political ideology and church attendance were initially added to these models but were dropped in later runs because they had little effect on the dependent variables or the coefficients estimated for the other independent variables. Similarly, two dummy variables for the years 1993 and 1994 were introduced to control for differences associated with the time of the interviews. In only one model did either of these dummy variables achieve statistical significance at the 0.10 level and in no model did their introduction influence the coefficients of the other independent variables. For these reasons, the year dummy variables are not included in the final models. Entries in the percent column are the percent of individuals that rated the job characteristic as the most important. Numbers in parentheses are Wald χ 2 statistics. * Significant at the 0.10 level. ** Significant at the 0.05 level. *** Significant at the 0.01 level.
